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Dear Profeseor Rinshe&woodr T  _ , .Z 1. I " 
.*. 

I have been.etruqk bs the degree to which current controversies on 
. the~mcdxdam eF birateri&'&q@t&~ may be.sf erosa-ptwpoaes owing to 
.the.divergencs of ~pmr2rpeflta.l auptmial, a,tiitm tion,th%t m ight be readily 
-.mgg!qgted~,_Iil T  mL&kdAhe Ubcrr%y:oS. $hs rsnark; gour-.obaarwsti.ona on 
the itdaptation of B,Laatis aemgen~ to &e utilizatfon of II-arabtim 

" .reprasent~-thb.olearest support of your ar@;umsntst the mUti&ep variatims 
involved in reaistame t0 proflavine wou&l require a mugh more elaborate* 
'reviewi At my  rata., ifh.1 urn find the time , L would like the opportunity 
of revieuing the situation dn m  own laboratory bench- particularly the 
experiment represented by figure 1 in the paper by Bsskett and yourself, 
PBS,B139:58. Mey I ask your assistance in furnishing the strain you used 
for these experiments? To avoid any confusion, I should also like to have for 
comparison a subculture of what you would certify to be an irreversibly 
"trained" strain. 

The S.E.B. issue on Evolution has just come to our library, and I was most 
pleased to see the clarity with which you presented the issue (though I wU.3. not 
pretend that your sr&ument and conclusion are such that I can fully ac&esce 
in them), especially at page 32, that we are comcerned at the mesns of irrever- 
sibility. Noone h+a questioned that physiological. adaptations occur, nor that 
they De represented in your experiments, but this very fact tends to confuse 
the expertintal decision. Inmosf: of your work, my  attempted intersetition 
(as you know) would be that induced physiological adaptxtions had permitted the 
development of populations large enough that spontaneous vzri&ions m ight then 
occur znd be selectively fixed, a mechmism hsrdly distinguishable fron i"badding- 
tons findings on Drosophila (at pp.194-198 of the sam symposium), I would not 
"sgue ths& mnetic f-ctors are rewired by natural law to be so insulrted from 
the day tu day h&story Jf the cell; but my  reading of the evidence is that this 
is what h;+upens to have come about during the evolution of living fzrms. I can 
assure you that I would be quite prepred to entertain evidence to the contrary, 
but so far (with som tortuosity to be sure!) the mutation theory does not seem 
to me to have failed. However, I could co.ment on this with less prejudice if 
I could reexamine relevmt m tertil with .W CM hand. 

May I t&e the occasion to renew my rmest for reprints, a favor I am haopy 
to reciprocate. I lack the following that have appeared in the Proc. Roy. Sot.: 
(Dean and Hinshelwcod) 1952 l40:339; (Hinshelwood and Jackson) 137:88; 136:562; 
and(Kilkenny qnd Hinshel,vood) 139:575$ in addition w,ti othelsthat =,v have qp- 
peiired subsenuently. 

I have noted your correction in Nature as to your lkdisragard'i of selection 
mechanism. If i%acterial Physiology" could be revised, I would rewrite this 
chapter to fit more closely to your current views; I have had zn opportunity 
to substitute "&.n&mizedt in Zater printings; which I hope due8 not effeut 

:tcm  muchqf a dLstort%cm. I shcnitd haw apot& your le&kr of 16 Feb 1949 
:. ..i5 the Hording "to explore 'the p6tentialit&eW * in place of Iit boZstm the 

-: appli~biU.ty": perhqm I was' Influenmd~by .your paper with Peaaocke(1948) 
v&h sewed, in averyd&ffarentqiiritfmci tomyA.ndwholly~ithout 
justification) to deny the materiality &the amotrophiu nr~tantie tkmt me 
the daily utensils of m icrobittl genetics ! However, your subsequent arritiw, 
including the lettar to Nature seen to have adopted a "mre eclectic outlook'l, 
so I trust there need be no further quarrel. By the day, you do me tno much 
honor in Attributing "Bacterti Physiology" to my  authorship. ,. :. 

I do not have the final corrected volume, but the proofs of the S.G.M. 
a.ymposium of last Year contained in line (vour namer  :sikh l’lenn- t.hn t.ermf-1 



pslrcigr:4phj 
that was entirely mysUfy$ng- perhaps you woul be kind enough to clarify it. 
tgA synthetic qm plste was spread with 2 x 10 I$ [sic; cells.... single colonies 
were &&A$$ visible on this pl;rte". Can you distinguish ao many single colonies 
on a plate, or is the figure a typoqraphicel error? If so few cells were inoculated 
that single colonies &fib/ developed, the experimant is indecisive (from the 
selectioniri~t'vbewpupofnt) since any mutants transferned to the replica plate muet 
h%ve constituted 3 negligible proportion of the colony during whose growth they 
must hsve arisen, If there were 2xJ.07 colonies (&a&:1 s&pp@s-d Be~distingu- 
iehed under the microscope), I don't see how one could m4ntPin so precise 2 cor- 
respondene' titer tnto repLicr~isj..~~t,Bna‘aauld eJlpeot‘as~~tiYhae w A factor 
of v2x iO~,~that..~amu ut&on of $I& frmt1im.x the-:&ea',ok a.~~P6tr%:'dish 
=7j og2,.~or:about,.~ (0.4.&n) <.-But ~even~Jceptl.q~%bifr .frchnieti Wurde4irce~ Y 
tbnext~.plsthg 8~8sbp-~th& thrsC~5~ualonie0.~~~~0~ haa leijs'UtM‘r;% 
mtaa$ eeills, +ktch<frs quite yxs&tib2r~-withh~~tho "poaeibtiity of~~a'mukmfii-king 
~h8n SO= a6kwti~~ a~dtbii32 ~clll~3tp# of any. of.bhe'oaloAfe8;:~~,~-~ter 
histery.of;tha single co&o&~ Rp the~lOO:&ose repUc~r~did~&o~ &.r&i%ita.nt shows 
t4@.:thk~ aolony did.not cam6 fboio ~~~slutmt'-ceU,'biit that.a. :n@%vtmtRtion 'had 
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